A booming quantitative literature on large-scale political violence has identified important economic and political determinants of civil war. That literature has treated civil war as an aggregate category and has not considered if identity (ethnic/religious) wars have different causes than non-identity wars. In this paper, I argue that this is an important distinction and that identity wars are predominantly due to political grievance rather than lack of economic opportunity. Ethnic heterogeneity is also associated differently with identity than non-identity wars. Some systemic variables are also important determinants of civil war and these have been neglected in the existing literature. An important new result is that living in a bad neighborhood, with undemocratic neighbors or neighbors at war, significantly increases a country's risk of experiencing ethnic civil war.
Introduction
Not all civil wars are the same. Conventional wisdom suggests that each war is as different as the society that produced it. However, broad comparisons among different wars are possible and can lead to the design of policy to better manage or prevent those wars. As we undertake further study of the causes of civil war, it is important to know if our conclusions apply equally to wars of different types. A wave of theoretical and empirical research has recently helped identify important economic and political determinants of civil war onset and prevalence. However, common to all these studies is the practice of aggregating civil wars in a single category. 1 By contrast, some studies of war termination have identified substantive differences between ethnic and non-ethnic or revolutionary wars (Doyle and Sambanis 2000; Licklider 1995) . This paper is the first effort to systematically analyze any differences that may exist between the causes of identity (ethnic/religious) and non-identity civil wars.
This is the first of a four-part study on the causes of ethnic and revolutionary civil war. In this paper, I focus on the onset of war and draw on a large literature on ethnicity and ethnic conflict to develop testable hypotheses on the causes of identity wars and explain why these may differ from the causes of revolutionary or other types of war. I test these hypotheses empirically, using a new data set that I compiled of 161 countries observed annually over a forty-year period. I also try to integrate economic theories of civil war with the core theories of international relations -neorealism and neoliberalism-by developing a parsimonious quantitative model that considers the impact of identities and interests in a geopolitical context-i.e. by analyzing the impact of systemic variables (the Cold War, regional levels of democracy, contagion or diffusion effects of a war in a neighboring country) in conjunction with the impact of domestic determinants of war outcomes (especially levels of democracy and economic development and the degree of ethnic heterogeneity and the country's war history).
I find evidence of some systemic effects, which suggests that international relations theories are relevant in explaining patterns of civil war. This paper represents the first effort to integrate these theories into large-N quantitative studies of civil war. I also find, in contrast to economic theories of civil war, that the lack of democracy is a significant predictor of the onset of ethnic civil war. Finally, I find a positive association between the level of ethnic heterogeneity and the onset of ethnic civil war, whereas other studies have found that relationship to be either non-significant or parabolic (these studies do not disaggregate wars according to war type). These conclusions suggest that important differences do exist between ethnic/religious (identity) and non-identity wars.
We should take these differences into account when designing policy to prevent or terminate civil wars.
There are three extensions of this study that cannot be presented here. First, I
conduct a technical analysis (extreme bounds analysis and/or other robustness tests) to test the robustness of my conclusions and the findings of other quantitative studies of civil war. I use different classifications and definitions of ethnic civil war and alternative measures of key explanatory variables used in this paper. These robustness and specification tests make the analysis too technical and lengthy and the results are relegated to a forthcoming paper. Second, I analyze the concept of ethnic war prevalence and discuss proper ways to estimate it using the same data set. The coding of the dependent variable in studies of prevalence and the estimation methods differ markedly from the coding and methods used in a study of war onset. Existing studies of war prevalence in political science (e.g. Elbadawi and Sambanis 2001) use estimation methods that implicitly assume that the risk of war initiation is equal to the risk of war continuation. This assumption may not be problematic under some conditions and model specifications, but it is also important to check the applicability of different estimators that may be more applicable to this research question. This paper is forthcoming and has substantive implications for the discussion on differences between ethnic and non-ethnic wars. Third, in another paper, I draw on the empirical evidence presented in other parts of my study on ethnic war and I review the case-study literature to develop a set of criteria for a more transparent coding of civil wars according to type. I discuss ambiguous cases in some length and provide a new classification of post-World War Two civil wars.
I begin in the next section with a discussion of the theoretical basis for the distinction between identity (ethnic and religious) and non-identity wars. I then proceed to develop the theoretical foundation from which I derive testable hypotheses on the causes of ethnic civil wars. I try to integrate political theories of ethnic conflict with the new economic theories of civil war. I describe the data set and briefly discuss the estimation methods. I discuss empirical results, highlighting important differences between ethnic and revolutionary war and conclude with a discussion of future directions for this research.
Theoretical Distinction Between Identity and Non-Identity Wars
The first step in uncovering systematic differences between ethnic and non-ethnic wars is to define these categories clearly. A natural point from which to begin is the definition of ethnicity. In his seminal work on ethnic conflict, Horowitz's (1985) explains:
Ethnic groups are defined by ascriptive differences, whether the indicum is color, appearance, language, religion, some other indicator of common origin, or some combination thereof… This is an inclusive concept of ethnicity [that facilitates] comparison (Horowitz 1985, 17-18) . Ethnicity "is close to Max
Weber's conception of a 'subjective belief' in 'common descent'… ethnicity embraces groups differentiated by color, language, and religion; it covers 'tribes,' 'races,' 'nationalities,' and casts (Horowitz 1985, 53) .
Drawing on this definition of ethnicity, I understand ethnic war as wars among communities (ethnicities) who are in conflict over the power relationship that exists between those communities and the state. Kaufman also uses this definition in arguing that "opposing communities in ethnic civil conflicts hold irreconcilable visions of the identity, borders, and citizenship of the state. They do not seek to control a state whose identity all sides accept, but rather to redefine or divide the state itself" (Kaufmann 1996, 138 Doyle and Sambanis (2000) .
To code an ethnic civil war, we must first observe a civil war -i.e. not all violent ethnic conflict should be coded as a civil war. Here, the coding used in the State Failure Project differs substantially from that used in other studies. 4 My coding of civil war events follows Doyle and Sambanis (2000) and combines war events from the Correlates of War data-set (Singer and Small 1994) , Wallensteen and Sollenberg (1997) , and the State-Failure Project. 5 I code a war event if: (a) There were more than 1,000 thousand war-related deaths during the entire war and in at least a single year of the war; 6 (b) The war challenged the sovereignty of an internationally recognized state; (c) The war occurred within the territory that state; (d) The state was one of the principal combatants;
(e) The rebels were able to mount an organized military opposition to the state.
Toward an Integrated Theory of Ethnic Civil War
There are several theoretical perspectives on the causes of ethnic violence.
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Primordialists view ethnicity as an exceptionally strong affiliation that charges interethnic interactions with the potential for violence. Believers in ancient group hatred argue that ethnic conflict is rooted in old sources of enmity and memories of past atrocities that make violence hard to avoid. Proponents of primordial sociality theory argue that the strength of kinship ties promotes altruism in favor of the genetic evolution of the group. The clash of cultures (or civilizations) theory suggests that irreconcilable differences due to cultural gaps cause fear and conflict that beget violence. Fear is also at the heart of the theory of the ethnic security dilemma, which suggests that territorial intermingling and mutual vulnerability exacerbate assurance problems that may lead to preventive wars by ethnic minorities who want to secede to increase their security. Neoliberalism is better able to explain why war breaks out, or how war can be prevented by cultivating political institutions that increase government legitimacy and defuse the potential for violence due to ethnic conflict. It is also a theory that lends itself to a better understanding of the role of non-state ethnic networks as well as of the ideological and affective motives in ethnic conflict. Neoliberalism also explains the importance of economic motives in civil war since neorealism's hierarchy of interests would limit its focus to security motives as causes of civil war. Thus, it is important to borrow from these I.R. theories a concern with systemic and international variables and to integrate these with the various theories of ethnic conflict surveyed previously.
The commonalities of these theoretical perspectives can be usefully combined in a theory of ethnic civil war that enriches the economic theories of civil violence that have recently been formulated in influential papers by Collier and Hoeffler (2000) and Fearon and Laitin (2000) . These economic theories view war as the outcome of an expected utility calculation: potential rebels evaluate their expected gains from war, given their grievances, and compare these expected gains to the expected losses, which include the opportunity costs of foregoing productive economic activity. Rebellion is therefore a rational decision and what determines whether or not rebellion will be observed is the financial viability of a rebel organization, which depends on the material benefits of rebellion. Warring parties are assumed to be rational though not infallible; war is assumed to generate private and public gains and losses that are unevenly distributed among the parties; and private gains explain why war may be rational for some groups when it is collectively irrational.
Collier and Hoeffler (2000) draw on an insightful small economic literature on rebellion 8 to model the demand for rebel labor as the outcome of underlying grievance and the supply of rebel labor as the result of an expected utility calculation of the economic costs and benefits of rebellion. As per capita income rises and as the taxable base increases, the opportunity costs of rebellion also increase, as does the government's ability to defend itself. At the same time, the greater the tax base the greater the potential economic gain from rebellion, which should increase the expected utility of rebellion.
Financial support from diasporas and an abundance of lootable resources facilitate the financing of rebel movements and increases the probability of rebel victory. Finally, there are transaction and coordination costs to rebellion, which the authors proxy by the degree of ethno-linguistic fractionalization (ELF). Following much of the literature on ethnicity and kinship, they argue that ethnic kin groups facilitate within-group coordination and hinder cross-group coordination. Thus, they hypothesize that coordination for rebellion is easier at low levels of ELF and it becomes harder as ethnic fractionalization increases. Thus, the authors argue that the more diverse a society, the less likely it is to experience a civil war. Fearon and Laitin (2000) also argue that the determinants of insurgency are mainly economic and not political. They test the empirical fit of their theoretical model and find that primordialism, nationalism, and cultural or civilizational cleavages have no explanatory power as determinants of civil war magnitude or prevalence. They contradict neoliberal theory by arguing that lack of democracy is not an important determinant of war prevalence once they control for the level of economic development and economic growth, which they find to be the most salient determinants of civil war prevalence. Fearon and Laitin (2000) consider economic development (which they measure by per capita income) as a proxy for (a) the economic opportunity cost of rebellion and (b) the level of resources and relative competence of the state; in both ways, a higher level of economic development should reduce the risk of civil war. They also argue that civil war will occur when its economic opportunity costs are low and that lack of democracy and ethnic fragmentation are non-significant correlates of war.
The new economic theories of civil war do not consider if different war types have different causes and their research designs, which aggregate all civil wars in a single category, implicitly suggest that there are no such differences. In what follows, I will draw on the theories of ethnic conflict surveyed previously and on I.R. theory more generally, to develop testable hypotheses that will lead to a more systematic test of the differences between war type and will question the applicability of the economic theories of civil war to the subset of ethnic civil wars.
I begin by considering the significance of the degree of ethnic fragmentation or heterogeneity-should we expect that variable to behave similarly in cases of ethnic and non-ethnic war? My first hypothesis is the following:
H1: The probability of ethnic war should be an increasing function of the degree of ethnic heterogeneity. Collier and Hoeffler (2000) use the concept of ethnic fragmentation as a proxy for the coordination costs of a rebellion. They argue that, the greater the ethnic fragmentation, the greater the coordination costs and the lower the risk of onset of civil war. They present empirical evidence that ethno-linguistic fractionalization (ELF) is actually not a significant determinant of the onset of civil war; and that ethnic dominance is actually harmful since it allows an ethnic group to oppress the minority and significantly increases the risk of onset of civil war. Elbadawi and Sambanis (2001) find a significant parabolic relationship between ethnic fragmentation and the prevalence of civil war, which lends support to the Collier and Hoeffler (2000) , but this analysis combines the concepts of war onset and duration and should not be contrasted directly with the findings on war onset. Fearon and Laitin (2000) , focusing on prevalence and conflict magnitude, find no evidence of a significant association between civil war risk and the degree of ethnic heterogeneity.
These studies do not ask is if we should expect ethnic diversity to have the same impact on all types of civil war. If ethnic fragmentation is a proxy for the coordination and transaction costs that are associated with mounting a rebellion, then we would expect these costs to be lower or non-existent in rebellions that are mounted by a single ethnic group aimed at satisfying demands/grievances of that group only. Such rebellions are closer to my definition of ethnic war rather than of revolution or other resource-driven war. It follows that ethnic war should be less costly to organize than revolutions, which supports my hypothesis. The inverse-U-shaped relationship that exists between civil wars defined broadly and ethnic heterogeneity need not hold for ethnic civil wars, since greater ethnic fragmentation need not discourage a single ethnic group from mounting a rebellion. 10 The costs of coordinating across ethnic groups -which, if high, could discourage ideology-based revolutions that are prone to collective action problems-are not relevant if the war is mounted by a single group for the benefit of that group. Thus, the relationship between ethnic war and ethnic divisions should be linear and positive.
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So, contrary to the economic theory of civil war, I would expect that ethnic heterogeneity should be among the most significant and robust determinants of the onset of ethnic war. Drawing on Horowitz (1985, 42-49) , I argue that no single attribute of ethnicity need be more important than any other in determining group cohesion. Previous studies have focused disproportionately on linguistic differences and this may have biased their findings. In this paper, I use a more inclusive definition of ethnicity that combines racial, linguistic, and religious heterogeneity in a single index. This allows me to test my hypothesis using a measure that corresponds more fully to the concept of ethnicity shared by many theorists of ethnic conflict.
Next, I consider the relationship between civil violence, democracy, and poverty or underdevelopment. Following the economic theorists of civil war, I hypothesize that economic opportunity costs are also relevant in ethnic war: the greater these costs, the lower the likelihood of civil war. However, theorists of ethnic conflict have not been able to identify a straightforward relationship between economic antagonism and ethnic conflict. According to Horowitz (1985, 134-35) :
Economic antagonism explains much more about conflict at the top than at the bottom of developing societies. Beyond that, the pursuit of economic interest in ways that might lead to ethnic conflict is actually impeded by certain features of ethnic pluralism itself… Much more obviously, economic theories cannot explain the extent of the emotion invested in ethnic conflict. Finally, materialist theories leave unexplained the striving for such goals as domination (or autonomy), a 'legitimate place in the country,' and 'the symbols of prestige,' all of which may take precedence over economic interest in developing group behavior.
While poverty and low levels of economic development could increase ethnic conflict as they would other types of conflict, ethnicity is a concept much more closely associated with political and cultural identity than with economic rights or class-hence the absence of class-based theories of ethnic conflict. Thus, one might expect a weaker relationship between poverty/underdevelopment and ethnic war.
Moreover, in the case of ethnic war, the rebels' motives are typically not simply economic. If ethnic war is defined as a struggle over the survival of ethnic identity, one would expect that rebels care more about changes that are likely to protect their identity.
Such changes are typically political and not economic. While the economic logic of opportunity cost should still be relevant, it should be less important in wars that threaten the survival of ethnic identity. In such wars, individual and group interests coincide and rebels derive utility from preserving the group's cultural identity and political freedom. A desire to preserve one's ethnic identity may therefore lead a potential rebel who might otherwise require the promise of loot to fight a war to offer his/her rebel labor for free.
This might help explain why we have observed some of the longest or more intense ethnic wars in countries with relatively higher standards of living and development as compared to the average of all countries that have experienced a civil war (e.g. Israel,
Northern Ireland, Yugoslavia, Cyprus). The protection of ethnic identity is much more closely associated with protecting political rights and supporting democracy than with economic gain. Ethnic grievance is likely to be exacerbated by the lack of political and civil rights, by collapsing mechanisms for the peaceful adjudication of disputes, and by an inability to nurture diverse ethnic identities within a given cultural and political system.
Greater democracy rather than greater economic opportunity should have a more significant impact on issues at the core of ethnicity (i.e. preserving regional autonomy, linguistic education rights, ethnic representation, or religious freedom). I would therefore expect the lack of democracy to be a more robustly significant determinant of ethnic civil war than the lack of economic development. In this sense, I agree with neoliberal theorists who conceive democratic institutions as offering solutions to defuse ethnic conflict and prevent its escalation to large-scale violence. Survival of ethnic identity has utility in itself and can explain why members of an ethnic group would offer "free" labor to the rebellion as economic opportunity costs are outweighed by the higher expected costs of suppression of ethnic identity. I would therefore expect political variables to be much more robust and significant determinants of ethnic war than economic variables.
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This reasoning leads me to state two more testable hypotheses:
H2: Greater levels of economic development should reduce the risk of ethnic civil war by raising the economic opportunity costs of violence.
H3: Lack of democracy should significantly and substantially raise the probability of ethnic civil war as it threatens the core of ethnic identity.
It is important to note that the relationship between ethnic civil war and political rights may not be linear. Hegre et. al. (1999) develop a model which explains war as the result of political grievance and opportunity for violence. 13 They show that countries at the middle of the autocracy-democracy spectrum are most at risk of civil war because they are neither autocratic enough to suppress any opportunity for rebellion, nor democratic enough to prevent significant grievance. Their model is not as successful is in identifying the economic determinants of the opportunity for rebellion. Civil war aimed at the overthrow of a regime is in effect a public good for the rebels (and a public bad for everyone else). As such, it will most likely be under-produced since its outcomes are non-exclusively consumed yet its costs are disproportionately born by those doing most of the fighting. Hegre et. al. (1999) see the same political grievance as generating both the opportunity for war and the motivation for using violence. In empirical tests of the association between political rights and civil war onset, it will be important to test for any non-linear effects.
Beyond these economic, social, and political determinants of ethnic war, I would also expect that regional characteristics should also influence patterns of civil war. It has long been thought that some regions are more war-prone than others, perhaps due to their ethnic make-up, their resource endowments, their geography, or the degree to which they include meddlesome countries. Neighboring ethnic groups in particular may become involved in ethnic conflicts in other countries. Moreover, wars in neighboring countries may increase the risk of war in the country in question through contagion and/or diffusion effects (Lake and Rothschild 1996) . Good and bad neighborhoods can be distinguished propensity to war. Such a trend would work against the negative impact of the end of the Cold War, according to the previous hypothesis. Therefore, the net effect of time on the risk of civil war occurrence may not be easily identifiable.
In the next section, I explain how I operationalize and test these hypotheses.
Data-Set, Estimation Methods and Proxy Variables
I test these hypotheses using a new cross-sectional time-series data set I compiled, including economic, social, and political variables from 161 countries observed annually over the 1960-1999 period. I use proxy variables to test specific hypotheses. My proxy for the level of economic development is the natural log of energy consumption per capita (Log of Energy Consumption Per Capita). 14 I also use per capita real income (RGDP).
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My proxy for political rights is the level of democracy (POL), which is given by the difference between Gurr's Democracy Index (DEM) and Autocracy Index (AUTO).
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The relationship between levels of democracy and civil war may not be linear, so I enter polity as a quadratic in most specifications. 17 The proxy for ethnic heterogeneity (EHET) EWARST is the variable denoting the onset of an ethnic war; it is coded 1 for the onset of war; 0 if there is no ethnic war; and missing for all observations of ongoing war after the first observation. The variable RWARST is coded similarly for revolutionary/other wars. Collier and Hoeffler (2000) use the same coding method to study the onset of civil war. This is also the method recommended by Beck and Katz 1996; Beck, Katz, and Tucker 1998 to reduce possible time-dependence.
To correct for possible time-dependence, I apply the estimation method developed by Beck, Katz, and Tucker (henceforth BKT, 1998) . BKT show that it is possible to transform an ordinary probit (or logit) estimator to handle duration-dependent data by adding a series of dummy variables to the probit specification to capture the number of periods since the start of the period under study (or the number of previous events).
Applying the BKT method, I test for duration dependence. If independence cannot be rejected, I use a simple probit estimator, controlling for the number of years at peace prior to the onset of war. I also compare this to a random effects panel estimator and test for the independence of observations. In simple probit models, I cluster same-country observations, which relaxes the assumption of cross-sectional independence for same countries over time. Since I focus on internal war, I reasonably assume cross-sectional independence (i.e. independence across countries).
Testing Models of the Onset of Ethnic War
We get a first idea of the differences across war type by performing a test of the equality of means between ethnic and revolutionary wars. This test leads me to reject the null hypothesis of equality of means with a t-statistic of t = 13.58 (P > |t| = 0.00) for the entire sample of 6,190 non-missing observations (including observations of no war).
Conducting the same test on a restricted sample of only war observations (n = 826), yields a t-test of t = 15.50 (P > |t| = 0.00), which also rejects the null hypothesis. It is also possible to treat ethnic wars and non-ethnic wars as two different samples with potentially unequal variances. In such a case, the equality of means test is slightly different, though it also resoundingly rejects the null hypothesis of equality with a t-test of t = 21.61 (P > |t| = 0.00) and 1,649 Satterthwaite's degrees of freedom (only the 848 war-years observations are considered). The t-test of µ x = µ y for paired observations (the first test used above) is given by the formula:
where d-bar represents the mean of x i -y i and s d is the standard deviation. The t-statistic is distributed as Student's t with n-1 degrees of freedom. The two-sample t-test of µ x = µ y for unknown and unequal variance (the second test) is given by the formula:
with the resulting t statistic is distributed as Student's t with v degrees of freedom and is derived using either Satterthwaite's or Welch's formula. 22 Furthermore, these tests show statistically significant differences between the means of core variables (e.g. political rights, ethnic heterogeneity, and war duration) sorted by war type. These tests suggest that we should inquire further into the differences between identity and non-identity wars.
In the next section, I discuss such differences and present results of empirical models of the onset of ethnic and revolutionary war.
The Onset of Ethnic War
Economic theories of war aggregate cross war types and a model that is consistent with these theories would look like the regressions presented in Table 3 . The results of Regression 3.1 are representative of the key findings of these papers: economic variables --energy consumption in regression 3.1 and real per capita income in regression 3.3--are highly significant and negatively associated with war onset. By contrast, democracy is generally non-significant and entered linearly (in regression 3.2, however, the square of polity is significant). Ethnoliguistic fractionalization (ELF) is not significant in any of the regressions in Table 3 . The Cold War is also non-significant and the variable with the greatest substantive effect is the log of population. This is consistent with the findings of Collier and Hoeffler (2000) . 23 Next, I apply the classification according to war type discussed earlier and estimate probit models of the probability of onset of ethnic war. The results are presented in Table 4 , which allows me to test the hypotheses of the previous section. The BTSCS structure of the data implies that country-year observations may not be independent, so I Table 4 , I find Peace Years to be quite robust, but the cubic splines computed using the BKT method are non-significant in any specification, so these results are not reported. This time dependence is theoretically consistent: the longer one is at peace, the more time to build institutions to manage conflict and the more distant any memories of part conflict. A related result is that war during the previous ten years significantly increases the risk of a new war onset, but once we control for Peace Years this relationship is no longer significant (results not reported). Collier and Hoeffler (2000) also find a similar result in their study.
One of my most robust results is the strength of the neighborhood effects. This is a new empirical finding that supports some of the theoretical literature on contagion and diffusion effects. I find that countries which have land borders with countries at war (this variable is also lagged) are significantly more likely to experience an ethnic war of their own. The Neighbor at War variable is extremely robust to different specifications and its marginal effect is very large. At this stage, my analysis cannot explain if this is due to contagion or diffusion effects --i.e. if ethnic war spreads physically across borders to other ethnic groups, or if information effects influence patterns of mobilization and violent conflict in neighboring states. Both of these effects are possible and deserve further empirical study (see Lake and Rothschild 1996 for a theoretical discussion).
Adding the regional 5-year average of democracy and/or the once-lagged median level of polity for directly bordering states changes the results with respect to polity (refer to Regression 4.7). The signs on the polity variable reveal a parabolic association with the onset of ethnic wars, but the significance level is now too low. The neighbors' democracy median is significant and negatively associated with the onset of ethnic war and, more importantly, it seems to compete with the domestic level of democracy in terms of their influence on the probability of war occurrence. These results also hold if we use a broader regional democracy average, taking the mean level of democracy in nine geographical regions over five-year periods (results not reported).
These results (significance levels) may be influenced by the potential endogeneity of core variables -specifically economic and political variables such as energy consumption and polity. To test if that is the case, I estimated the core model of Regression 4.1 and applied the using the Rivers and Vuong (1988) returned to the results presented in Table 4 .
Beyond the discussion of the significance levels of these variables, it is also important to gauge their substantive impact on the probability of war onset. In this paper, my main interest is to compare and contrast the significance and relative impact of economic as opposed to political variables. This is done in Figure 1 , where it is easy to see that, contrary to the arguments of the proponents of the economic theory of civil war, democracy and economic development have comparable effects on the likelihood of ethnic war onset. The two panels of figure 1 show change in the estimated probability of ethnic war onset as a result of variation in these two key explanatory variables. I allow the level of ethnic heterogeneity to vary and observe changes in the estimated likelihood of ethnic war across levels of EHET as a result of changes in the level of POL and Log of Per Capita Energy Consumption. In Panel A, I construct two hypothetical cases, an "Undemocratic" case, in which the polity score is set at the bottom 10% of the range for that variable and a "Democratic" case, in which the polity score is set at the top 10% of its range. The other variables are held constant at their global medians. In Panel B, one line corresponds to "Less Developed" countries, where the Log of Per Capita Energy
Consumption is set at the bottom 10% of the range for that variable and a "More Developed" case, where the Log of Per Capita Energy Consumption is set at the top 10% of the range for that variable. It is easy to observe that higher levels of democracy and higher levels of development have roughly equally positive effects and reduce the estimated likelihood of ethnic war onset by approximately the same amount (note that the statistical significance of the democracy effect is greater). It is also important to note that the observed difference in the risk of war onset between less and more democratic countries or less and more developed countries is significantly greater at higher levels of ethnic heterogeneity, which shows that democracy and economic development are two good ways to manage ethnic conflict in most societies.
In sharp contrast to the models of ethnic war onset, the models of revolutionary war onset (Rwarst) have very poor fit to the data (see Table 5 ). Few of the explanatory variables are significant. I find some striking differences in comparing these models to the models of ethnic war. First, if I replace energy consumption with Real Per Capita Income, I do see a marked increase in the significance level of that variable, which suggests that economic variables may be more important determinants of non-ethnic war onset than ethnic war onset.
Second, Polity is no longer significant and a parabolic relationship is not evident, as both Polity and Polity Square have negative signs if entered in the model together It is worth noting that this relationship does not hold for autocratic change or net change in the polity index and that reference is made here only to annual change to the index (not percent change or change in an average over time). The relationship between democratic change and risk of war is complex and should be studied in a separate paper. Here, I have added change in level of democracy mainly as a control variable.
Regressions 5.6 and 5.7 estimate more fully specified models of the core economic theories of civil war, aggregating civil wars (the dependent variable is now Warst). Here we see results similar to those discussed in the economic theories of war:
economic variables (Log of energy consumption per capita) are more significant than democracy (Polity) and war in the previous ten years (PW10) is highly significant and positive (Regression 5.7). We find that the neighborhood effects discussed earlier are still significant, which is something that the economic theories of war should take into consideration.
Overall, there are some important differences between ethnic war onset and the 
Conclusion
Using annual frequency BTSCS data for 161 countries over a forty-year period, I
have identified significant differences between the determinants of identity and nonidentity civil wars. Identity wars are predominantly caused by political grievance and they are unlikely to occur in politically free --i.e. democratic--societies.
I find that ethnic heterogeneity is significantly and positively correlated with the onset of ethnic war, whereas the economic literature on war initiation has suggested that ethnic heterogeneity either decreases the risk of war onset or has no significant association with the risk of war. In ongoing research, I take a closer look at this important difference between ethnic diversity and the risk of onset of different types of war. I explore differences in coding, the significance of various influential cases, and explore the properties of different variables that can be used to proxy ethnic heterogeneity. It is also important to unpack the concept of ethnic heterogeneity and to better understand which of its components is more closely linked to war initiation -is it racial division, linguistic difference, or religious heterogeneity?
The analysis in this paper has also revealed significant systemic and regional determinants of war, which have not yet been incorporated in the literature on civil war.
The Cold War seems not to have been a major determinant of ethnic war onset and a regional dummy variable failed to reveal robustness, though it improved the performance of other variables (mainly economic variables). Other regional factors, by contrast, are robust across the board. Regional democracy exerts a moderating influence on the probability of ethnic war, whereas it appears to encourage ideological rebellion in the neighborhood (the latter effect is non-significant in the case of war onset, but seems to be significant in preliminary studies of war prevalence). Neighborhood wars and long periods of peace also seem to be much more significant for ethnic war onset than nonethnic war. These interesting and divergent effects should be studied more closely so that we can understand how systemic effects are transmitted to the domestic political sphere and how they might be managed to reduce the risk of civil war.
This paper suggests that some theories are better suited to explain ethnic war than others: it appears that modernization theory, with its emphasis on economic variables, is less applicable than theories of political development or neoliberalism, whose emphasis on the role of political institutions seems highly relevant as an explanation of the onset of ethnic war. Neorealism so far seems not as relevant as some scholars have thought, since we found no evidence of a security dilemma, though more precise tests are needed before we reach a final conclusion on this matter. Overall, however, much more research is needed to fully understand the causes of ethnic war and develop a comprehensive theory.
The results presented in this paper cannot distinguish fully between primordialism and ethnic networks theory because of lack of data on the role of elites in mobilizing ethnic groups to use violence. The next step in this research is to conduct a number of specification and robustness tests with available data and the step after that, which will have even greater usefulness, will be to develop new data that better captures the variables of theoretical interest. For example, time-variant measures of ethnic diversity would tell us more about how ethnicity is felt by people over time and how the intensity of these feelings are shaped by socio-political conditions. Group-specific measures of inequality, political representation, and wealth distribution as well as territorial concentration of ethnic groups are all variables that should be coded and used in further refinements of this work. Until we have a much more detailed data set, the findings in this paper should be interpreted as intermediate results, whose robustness must be tested further as our theoretical understanding of ethnic violence improves. another data-set if it did not cause more than 1,000 deaths per year for the entire period).
7 For a review of these perspectives, see Horowitz (1985) .
8 Their model draws on Azam (1995) , Grossman (1995) and Hirschleifer (1987) . 9 Other authors, e.g. Elbadawi and Sambanis (2000) find that ethnic diversity has a parabolic association with the overall amount (prevalence) of civil war and that the probability of observing an event of civil war is highest in ethnically polarized societies. 10 It is assumed that ethnic groups will be large enough to supply rebel labor. Rebel groups are typically small, which implies that even ethnic groups with a very small percentage of the total population can produce and sustain a rebel movement.
11 The mobilization base for ethnic war is clear and defined by ethnic identities, which are usually transparent and often territorially-defined, improving the ease of coordination of an ethnic rebellion (see Kaufmann 1996, 140) .
12 Presumably the pertinent question is whether poverty and underdevelopment or political repression tend to be more ethnically concentrated.
13 Their theory is based on earlier studies, such as Tilly (1978) and Gurr (1970) .
14 The main source is Singer and Small, National Capabilities Data. Missing values are
